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Interdependence of Agriculture and Tourism: 
 





This study evaluates the impact of the agricultural working landscape on the 
Vermont tourist industry and state economy.  Vermont is known for its scenery, 
especially its agricultural landscape.  It has often been stated that Vermont's tourist 
industry, which represents 15% of the state's economy, depends upon this special 
landscape for its comparative advantage in the New England tourism market.  However, 
Vermont's landscape is changing.  The number of farms and acres of farmland have 
decreased significantly in the past several decades.  State policy makers are grappling 
with the challenge of supporting and preserving both the farm and tourist economies in 
the face of regional and global competition. 
 This study quantifies the impact of the agricultural working landscape on tourist 
demand in Vermont.  Primary data were gathered through a survey of visitors to Vermont 
to determine how the disappearance of the agricultural landscape would affect their 
willingness to visit the state.  Findings indicate that 84% of respondents value the 
agricultural landscape of Vermont and 58.5% of the respondents would be less likely to 
visit Vermont if there were very few farms.  Knowing the level of this impact will help 
policy makers decide how much to invest in the preservation of farmland and marketing 
of farm visits and eco-tourism. 
   2 
Introduction 
Vermont has beautiful scenery, featuring the Green Mountains, Lake Champlain, 
historic villages, covered bridges and forests.  But most prominent in many areas of the 
state is farmland that creates an appealing patchwork of open fields of hay and corn, 
pastures dotted with dairy cows, woodlots, barns and silos.  It is generally believed that 
Vermont's tourist industry, which represents 15% of the state's economy, depends upon 
this special landscape for its comparative advantage in the New England tourism market. 
However, this landscape is changing.  The number of farms in Vermont has decreased 
79.5% since 1910, from 32,000 in 1910 to 6,700 in 1997.  Similarly, the acres in 
agriculture have decreased 65% since 1950, from 3,800,000 acres in 1950 to 1,340,000 
acres in 1997 (USDA).  Dairy farms have declined from about 10,000 forty years ago to 
fewer than 2000 in 1997, although dairy production and revenues have increased 
(McAllister, Schmidt and Whitaker).  Economic pressures have reduced the incentives to 
farm, causing a gradual transition from the open working agricultural landscape to 
unattractive scrub in depressed areas, or sprawling development in the more affluent 
sections of the state. 
State policy makers are grappling with the challenge of supporting and preserving 
the farm and tourist economies in the face of regional and global competition.  Policy 
efforts have included support of the regional Northeast Dairy Compact that provides price 
supports for dairy farmers, investment in land conservation funds that purchase 
development rights from farmers, and subsidies of farmland property taxes through 
current use tax strategies.  Tourism has received increased state funding for research and 
marketing.    3 
  Each of these strategies is based on market values for farm land or farm products.  
In the case of the land it has traditionally been valued at Fair Market Value, which 
represents its “highest and best use” for development rather than its current use for 
farming.  Conservation easements are valued based on foregone alternative uses for the 
property.  Development rights are based on appraisals at development value, for 
residential or commercial use depending upon local zoning and usage.  Current use 
taxation rebates a portion of the fair market value property tax to the farmer, and is based 
on the difference between development value and production value of the land under its 
current farming use. 
  Both public and private funding is used for these efforts.  The state legislature 
established the Vermont Housing and Conservation Board (VHCB) in 1987 for the dual 
purposes of supporting affordable housing and land conservation projects (Daniels and 
Bowers).  The VHCB receives annual funding from the state budget from bonds and a 
share of annual real estate transfer tax revenues.  This money is funneled through the 
private Vermont Land Trust (VLT) which negotiates the purchase of development rights 
to farm and forestland.  Since 1980 the VLT, in partnership with other private land trusts, 
has preserved and protected about 50,000 acres of farmland and more than 50,000 of 
natural areas and lands with scenic, recreational and historic values.  The VHCB has 
protected 78,000 acres (Daniels and Brower) 
Vermont has tried various current use taxation programs through the years.  
Farmers contract with the state for a certain number of years, and receive tax relief.  
However, funding was dependent upon an annual appropriation from the legislature, 
which created uncertainty for the program.  This changed in 1997 when a new statewide   4 
school finance law, Act 60, was passed stabilizing the funding source for current use for 
458,377 acres agricultural and 1,047,377 acres of forest land (Albers).  Many other states, 
such as Pennsylvania and Oregon, are also developing policies and providing funding to 
preserve their agricultural heritage and combat sprawl. 
What justification is there for using public funds in this preservation effort? 
Market forces are creating this situation of farmland conversion to other, often more 
profitable, uses.  This study is one of many that analyze agricultural land as a non-market 
good in order to assess its public value, particularly to tourists. 
 
The European experience  
  Environmentalists and economists, especially in Europe, have identified the non-
market values of farmland which form a basis for public policy and funding.  The 
European Union (EU) in the new Agenda 2000 -- a seven year economic plan -- includes 
new agricultural policy including Territorial Contracts with farmers with multi-functional 
goals.  About 10% of the European farm subsidy programs will be used for these 
contracts, which support economic goals such as jobs and agricultural production, and 
environmental goals for the protection and management of natural resources, landscapes 
and bio-diversity (Storai). 
The EU (regulation number 2078/92) has regulations that take environmental 
aspects of agricultural production into account, recognizing the role of farmers as 
conservators of the landscape and protectors of natural resources.  European nations have 
specific programs that support farmers from this perspective, such as the Bavarian 
Landscape Program (BLP) and the Market Relief and Landscape-Compensation   5 
Programin Baden Wurttemberg (MLCP) in Germany, and the Austrian Environmental 
Program for Agriculture (AEPA).  None of the programs are market-driven (Hackl and 
Pruckner).   
Most funding, however, is market based and subsidizes production.  This can lead 
to over production and environmental degradation.  Non-market funding and policy can 
have a different qualitative effect.  “Environmental improvement, the stabilization of 
agricultural income levels, diminishing intrasectoral income differences and the 
development of economically disadvantaged rural regions can be expected from directly 
subsidizing farmers for the provision of countryside amenities” (Hackl and Pruckner).
  A study in Sweden assessed the non-market value of agricultural land to residents 
(Drake).  Another in Scotland modeled moorland conservation and addressed the issues 
surrounding the use of public funds.  They suggest that beneficiaries should pay farmers 
for providing external benefits from agriculture, but say this principle is complicated “by 
physical, legal and cultural difficulties of excluding non-paying beneficiaries and by the 
likely existence of passive-use values for public environmental goods, such as pleasant 
traditional farm landscapes" (Hanley, Kirkpatrick, Simpson and Oglethorpe). 
  This study addresses these issues in Vermont, providing an alternative valuation 




It is generally believed that Vermont's tourist industry, which represents 15% of 
the state's economy, depends upon this special landscape for its comparative advantage in   6 
the New England tourism market.  This connection has long been accepted in Europe as 
well.  For example, in Austria 80% of the territory is agricultural including forestry, 
therefore "in charge of creating an appropriate landscape across the nation" (Hackl and 
Pruckner).  Environmental amenities considered essential for the prosperity of tourism 
include mowing alpine grassland, care for rural trails and roads, preserving woods along 
rivers and brooks, care for alpine pastures, preservation of species through diversified 
arrangement of groups of trees, hedgerows and brushwood.  Through these activities the 
agricultural sector provides intermediate goods for the tourism sector, for which they are 
not always being compensated (Hackl and Pruckner). 
Our research quantifies the impact of the agricultural working landscape on 
tourist demand in Vermont.  While funds have been allocated to farmland preservation, 
tourism has also received increased state funding for research and marketing. 
Understanding the interdependence of agriculture and tourism and the economic impact 
of that relationship will help policy makers decide the appropriate level of taxpayer funds 
that should be used for these supports. 
 
Hypothesis and objectives 
Our hypothesis is that the agricultural working landscape is a visual resource that 
is an important attraction to tourists.  For the purposes of this study, "agricultural working 
landscape" is defined as land that is currently in use for farming.  This is landscape that 
has been shaped (sometimes referred to as "sculpted") by agricultural activities, and 
includes the pattern of cultivated fields and pastures, interspersed with farmsteads and   7 
woodlots, that is typical of many areas of Vermont.  It does not include forest and 
timberland, which are also often referred to as part of the working landscape. 
  Our objectives are to assess the importance to tourists of the Vermont scenery, 
identify the elements of the scenery that tourists most want to see, identify the importance 
of the working farm landscape as part of scenery and how its loss would affect the 
willingness to visit by tourists, and identify the socio-demographic and other factors that 




The methodology used for this research includes the collection of primary data 
through surveys of Vermont tourists, data analysis using SPSS software for descriptive 
statistics, and logit regression to determine the significance of characteristics of tourists 
who would be less likely to visit Vermont if there were very few farms. 
A number of studies of non-market environmental goods have used methods 
ranging from the travel cost method to estimates of willingness to pay for environmental 
externalities using the contingent valuation method (CVM).  Concerns have been raised 
about bias in these methods for a variety of reasons, including “amenity misspecification, 
mental account bias, part-whole bias and embedding” (Navrud).  Questions have been 
raised in the literature about the validity of willingness to pay (WTP) models because 
they are hypothetical.  Experiments have shown that when people are faced with the 
actual requirement to pay an amount similar to the amount of the WTP, they are less 
likely to pay that amount (Hackl and Pruckner).   8 
We avoid these issues in our study.  Ongoing research conducted by the 
University of Vermont for the Vermont Department of Travel and Tourism, including 
national surveys of Vermont visitors in 1997 and 1998, has established the value of 
tourist visits to Vermont.  Our goal is to establish the tourists’ willingness to visit, which 
can be related to these actual trip values rather than to a theoretical willingness to pay. 
 
Survey design 
Three survey instruments were used in this study.  A pilot survey was developed 
and tested in the Fall of 1999.  Based on this test revisions were made and the revised 
survey was administered directly to Vermont tourists in February of 2000.  A third 
instrument, using the same questions and pictures, was designed for use on the Internet 
and has been ongoing since January 2000. 
 The survey was designed to collect three types of information: trip characteristics 
such as number of visits, primary purpose and spending; socio-demographic information 
such as age, residence and household income; and value and perception information to 
determine how the disappearance of the agricultural landscape as part of the Vermont 
scenery would affect the willingness of the respondents to visit the state again. 
These surveys build upon information gathered in national surveys of Vermont 
visitors.  In the 1997 Vermont Visitor survey respondents were offered an opportunity to 
add information about what they enjoyed most about their trip to Vermont.  This open-
ended question was answered on 481 surveys (27% of the total), with a wide range of 
responses that included activities, tourist attractions, sports, specific places, lodging,   9 
friendly people and the weather.  The most frequent response, however, more than double 
any other, was the "scenery" and "beauty" of the state. 
Our survey was designed to determine what tourists mean by “scenery,” how 
important it is to their visit, and what value they place on the agricultural working 
landscape as a part of this scenery.  The survey includes photographs mounted on a 
display that represented typical scenes of Vermont.  It was set up at an interstate 
Welcome Center that is a frequent stop for travelers into and through the state. 
The process of choosing the pictures involved sorting through a variety of 
Vermont travel and lifestyle magazines, brochures, picture calendars and postcard racks. 
Photos were sorted according to themes and scenic elements.  Our objective was to find 
typical views of Vermont scenery that included identifiable physical attributes.  We 
tested 12 pictures during our pilot survey in October and culled those that respondents 
identified with human activities (skiing, biking, canoeing), specific places (Stowe) or 
seasons (snowy mountains, spring flowers, fall foliage). 
 The eight pictures used in the final survey represent typical Vermont scenery that 
can be defined as farm related (four pictures) and non-farm (four pictures).  The farm 
pictures range from explicit farm images (barns, silos, cows) to implicit (open fields and 
vistas).  The non-farm pictures include the natural environment (mountain/forest view 
and rippling stream) and built environment (country road, covered bridge with village 
and church steeple). 
A sign by the picture display asked, "What is your image of Vermont?"  We were 
careful not to imply a bias toward the farm-related pictures, or to identify the agricultural 
landscape as an issue in the display or the early part of the survey.  One of the first   10 
questions on the survey is, "When you think about your reasons for visiting Vermont, 
how important is the scenery and scenic beauty of the state?"  That is followed by a 
question that directs them to look at the eight pictures of Vermont and identify the ones 
that best finish the statement: "When I visit Vermont this is the kind of scenery I most 
want to see."  Then they were asked to look again and identify the three elements of 
Vermont scenery that they like most. 
These questions were placed at the beginning of the survey to avoid suggesting 
farm elements to the respondent.  Later questions ask how much they value seeing farms 
and cows as part of the scenery, and then the key question to determine their willingness 
to visit.  It describes a scenario of Vermont without farms, then asks, "Would you be less 
likely to visit Vermont again if there were very few farms and these farm elements were 
no longer part of the landscape?” 
 
Data collection and analysis 
During the weekend of February 11-13, 2000, we collected 321 completed 
surveys at the Vermont Welcome Center in Guilford, Vermont, on Interstate Highway 91. 
On an average weekend upwards of 5,000 travelers stop at this site.  Reminiscent of a 
traditional barn, this recently built post and beam structure features the usual traveler 
amenities such as restrooms and tourist information, plus large scale photographic 
displays of Vermont scenery, recreation, communities and industry.  
After entering the data in SPSS and running initial analysis we removed cases that 
were from juveniles (age under 18), Vermont residents, business travelers and surveys 
that did not include an answer to the willingness to visit question that is our dependent   11 
variable for regression analysis.  Table 1 provides descriptive statistics for the final 270 
responses in our sample, identified as the “Guilford Survey.”  The table compares these 
statistics to the winter visitors segment of the 1998 National Survey of Vermont visitors, 
and provides the results of weighting our survey sample according to the distributions of 
states of residence in the national sample for winter visitors. 
Our survey location is on a direct route from mid-Massachusetts and Connecticut 
into the southern half of Vermont and this is reflected in the demographics of the sample 
heavily skewed toward Connecticut residents.  The weighting moves the distributions of 
many variables closer to the national sample.  Notable are primary purposes, average 
spending and household income.  The proportion of skiers increases from 26.8% to 
31.9%, almost the same as the national survey 32%.  Spending increases from an average 
of $300 for this visit to $490.56, much closer to the national average of $570.96.  And 
household income also becomes closer to that from the national survey in every category. 
Several other variables continue to vary from the national survey statistics, such 
as number of visits in a year and gender.  Our survey was taken during the weekend at a 
location reached by automobile.  Many of the visitors live within a few hours drive of the 
state so that frequent visiting is possible.  Our sample also includes people who were 
“passing through” the state, not included in the national sample. 
The gender difference may be a result of the difference in survey types.  The 
national survey is mailed while our survey was administered in person.  We encouraged 
visitors of both sexes and all ages to fill out our survey.  The mailing was to a random 
sample of individuals who had indicated on an earlier survey that they had visited   12 
Vermont in the last year.  The respondent was speaking for a household or group that 
may have included a person or persons of the other gender. 
Table 2 summarizes responses to questions about the scenery and the elements in 
it that are most important to the visitors.  Nearly 96% of the respondents indicated that 
scenery was an important or very important reason for their visit.  There were clear 
patterns in the pictures chosen, with the traditional covered bridge scene the first, second 
or third choice of 19% of the respondents.  There were no farm-related elements in this 
scene.  The second place picture, chosen by 16% of the respondents, was a scene with 
implicit farm elements: a vista of open farmland, leading to lake and mountains.  The 
other three non-farm pictures came next, followed by the other three farm pictures. 
An open-ended question asked for three elements of the scenery that were 
important.  Over half of the elements chosen (58%) were of physical features that were  
not farm related.  These would include things like the bridge, mountains, trees, water, and 
other tangibles.  Thirty percent were farm related, categorized as implicit (15%) for 
mentions like open spaces, vistas and green(if they had chosen a farm picture), and 
explicit (15%) for cows, barns, silos.  The rest (12%) were a mix of non-farm elements 
that were cultural, lifestyle or activity related, like sense of history, lack of crowds, 
freedom, a place to go fishing. 
  Finally, responses to the direct questions about the value of the farm landscape are 
summarized in Table 3.  Almost 45% of respondents said that they value very highly 
seeing farms and cows as part of the scenery of Vermont.  Another 30% give it high 
value, for a total of 84.1% who highly or very highly value seeing farms as part of the 
landscape.  In response to the key question, which is the dependent variable in our   13 
regression analysis, 58.5% indicated that they would be less likely to visit Vermont if 
there were very few farms and farm elements were no longer part of the scenery.  An 
interesting finding is that while there is a relationship among the scenic pictures chosen, 
scenery elements listed and the response to this question, this relationship was not 
statistically significant. As might be expected, individuals whose first choice was one of 
the four farm pictures where more likely to answer “yes” to this question (ranging from 
52.3% to 70%), while smaller percentages of those who chose non-farm pictures 
answered “yes” (45.8% to 54.2%). 
  We used a logit regression analysis to determine the characteristics that are likely 
to affect which tourists might be most likely to visit less often if there were very few 
farms.  While the dummy dependent variable is “1” for “less likely to visit” and “0” 
otherwise, all of the independent variables are categorical and are defined in the table.  
The model was run with both the unweighted and weighted data from our survey sample, 
and yielded a number of significant results.  For example, the residence of the tourist is a 
significant variable.  Looking at the unweighted model, the signs of the coefficients (B) 
are negative for all areas except Massachusetts.  In other words, compared to 
Connecticut, residents of Massachusetts are more likely to be affected by the loss of 
farms and visit less often.  The marginal effect suggests that Massachusetts tourist is 
72.7% more likely to be affected.  Skiers are less likely to be affected than any other 
category of “primary purpose of visit”.  Also, tourists visiting family or friends are 273% 
more likely to be affected than skiers.  Tourists who visit in winter only are less likely to 
be affected than 4 season visitors.  Yet tourists who come in two or three seasons are   14 
more likely to be affected than the 4 season visitors are.  It could be the 4 season visitors 
have firm ties to the state that would offset their concern about the loss of farms. 
  Visitors who often buy Vermont dairy or other food products are 173% more 
likely to be affected than those who do not, which could reflect an interest in farming and 
its value to their lives beyond its value as a visual resource.  Also, visitors who spend the 
most money, over $400 on this visit, are much more likely to be affected than those who 
expected to spend less. There is also a significant difference between respondents who 
indicated only a  “high” level of importance or  “high” value for scenery and farm  
scenery from those who chose the “very high” categories.  This suggests caution in 




  We confirmed that Vermont’s scenery is an important reason for their visits to the 
state: 70.7% indicated it is very important, and another 25.2% consider it important.  
When choosing pictures of Vermont scenery, 80% of respondents chose at least one 
picture with farm elements, and for 40% a farm related picture was their first choice.  
However, when identifying specific elements of the scenery that were important to them, 
only 30% identified farm related elements, including such implicit elements as 
“openness.”  This suggests that the agricultural working landscape is important to 
tourists, but not clearly recognized by them. 
  On the other hand, when asked directly if they value seeing farms and cows as 
part of the scenery of Vermont, 84.1% indicate that it is high (39%) or very high (44.8%) 
value to them.  And 58.5% of respondents say they would be less likely to visit the state 
if there were very few farms and these farm elements were no longer a part of the   15 
scenery.  This supports our hypothesis that the agricultural working landscape is a visual 
resource that is an important attraction to tourists. 
 
Further study 
  We have identified the proportion and characteristics of tourists whose visiting 
patterns could be affected by the loss of the farm landscape.  We also know from this and 
prior studies the value of tourist trips.  Using this information we can estimate the value 
of each trip lost with a change in the landscape.  Our next task is to quantify the number 
of trips that could be lost in order to determine the total economic impact on the state 
economy.   
   16 
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Table 1.  Descriptive Statistics for Guilford Survey Sample 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Guilford Respondents (N=270)                         National Survey Winter Visitors* 
             (N=270)                  (N=647) 
 
Mean and Standard Deviation for Continuous Variables     
 
    MEAN          SD          (Weighted Mean)                  MEAN         SD       
                 
Age                                                   45.73             13.09              (43.4)  45.8  13.86   
Spending on trip                           $300.00         $365.74          ($490.56)  $570.96  743.77 
Number of nights                                1.39               1.75        (1.84)       7.60  12.07 
         
Frequencies and percent for Categorized Variables       
    FREQ.       %      (Weighted)              National Survey%  
 
Residence                                                            
Connecticut  149  55.2%    (9.6%)      9.6% 
Massachusetts  73                  27.0%  (19.9%)      19.9% 
Other New England (No VT)  12  4.4%    ( 9.3%)      9.3%   
New York  24                    8.9%  (30.4%)    30.6% 
Other  12                    4.4%  (30.8%)    30.6% 
 
Primary Purpose of Visit                  
Skiing  72  26.8%   (31.9%)    32.0% 
Other Snow Sports/Recreation  32  11.9%   ( 9..2%)      4.9% 
Visit Family/Friends  35  13.0%  (12.7%)    26.7% 
Passing Through  28  10.4%   ( 9.2%)   
Other Vacation/Visit  102  37.9%   (37.1%)    36.4% 
 
Number of Visits(Year)                   
One  11  4.2%    (7.7%)    33.0% 
Two  36   13.9%   (16.5%)    20.4% 
Three  18   6.9%    ( 8.0%)      8.5% 
Four  33  12.7%     (6.6%)      8.8% 
Five or More  161  62.2%  (61.3%)    29.3% 
 
Number of different Seasons Visited 
Winter Only  55  20.4% (34.1%)                40.4% 
Two Seasons  67  24.8% (17.6%)                20.7% 
Three Seasons  38  14.1%  ( 8.7%)                13.3% 
All 4 Seasons  110  40.7%  (39.6%)                  25.6% 
 
Annual Household Income         
Under $35,000  47  18.6%  (20.3%)                 24.9% 
$35,000 - $49,999  47  18.6%  (15.7%)                  14.9% 
$50,000 - $74,999  70  27.7%   (22.9%)                 22.8% 
$75,000 and over  89  35.2%   (41.2%)                 37.5% 
 
Gender                                                   
Male  117  44.5%  (49.3%)                 32.7% 
Female  146  55.5%  (50.7%)                                  67.3% 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------   18 
 
Table 2.  Values and Preferences Related to Scenery 
 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
              Frequency            Percent 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Importance of scenery as a reason for visit: (n=270) 
Very important    191    70.7% 
Important   68    25.2% 
Not very or not at all important    11      4.1% 
 
Picture That Best Represents the Scenery 
You Like to See in Vermont: 
Covered bridge, church steeple (non-farm)    144    19% 
Vista of farmland, lake, mountains    127    16% 
    (farm - implicit)     
Vista of mountains and forests (non-farm)    117    15% 
Stream and woods (non-farm)    116    15% 
Country road through woods (non-farm)    91    12% 
Landscape, fields, farm in distance, cows (farm-explicit)  87    11%       
Farm, silo, fields (farm - explicit)    51       7% 
Farm barn and cows (farm - explicit)    41      5% 
 
Total Choices (1st, 2nd, 3rd combined)    774    100% 
 
 
Landscape Elements Chosen (Open Ended Question, Responses Arranged in Categories) 
 
Non-Farm (Physical Elements)    428    58% 
Farm (Implicit)    113    15% 
Farm (Explicit)    107    15% 
Non-Farm (Activity, Cultural, Lifestyle)    88    12% 
 
Total Choices (3 per survey)    736    100% 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------   19 
 
Table 3.  Value of Farms in Scenery 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                                                                            Frequency               Percent 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
How much do you value seeing farms and cows as part of the 
scenery of Vermont? 
  Very  High  Value    121    44.8% 
  High  Value    106    39.3% 
  Not Much or No Value    43      15.9% 
 
Would you be less likely to visit again if there were     
Very few farms?*     
  Yes (less likely to visit)    158      58.5% 
  No (just as likely to visit)    112      41.5% 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
* Dependent variable for logit regression.   20 
 
Table 4.  Results of logit regression analysis  
 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Unweighted            Weighted by Residence 
    ---------------------------------  ----------------------------------------- 
Variable    B    Sig  Exp(B)     B     Sig   Exp(B) 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Residence (vs. Connecticut)           
Massachusetts      0.547  0.264    1.727    0.828        0.425    2.288   
New England (no VT)    -2.812  0.018**   0.060          -8.555        0.000***  0.000   
New York      -0.031  0.965    0.969    2.181        0.100*  8.856   
Outside NY & NE    -0.624  0.506    0.536    0.018        0.987  1.018   
 
Primary Purpose of Visit (vs. Skiing)         
Other Snow Sports/Rec.    0.441  0.528  1.554        -1.337        0.370  0.263   
Visiting Family/Friends    1.319  0.070*    3.738    3.722        0.007**  41.354   
Passing Through     2.286  0.009**  9.837    7.093        0.001**      1203.411   
Other Vacation/Activity    1.007  0.055*   2.738    0.690        0.391  1.993   
 
Number of Seasons Visited (vs. All 4 Seasons)        
Winter Only                  -0.077  0.896   0.926         -1.393        0.170  0.248   
Two Seasons      1.324  0.018**   3.760    1.572        0.143  4.815   
Three Seasons      0.715  0.217   2.045    1.092        0.287  2.979   
 
Importance of Scenery as a Reason for Visit (vs. Very Important)    
Not Important            -1.758  0.138     0.172    -6.771        0.016**  0.001   
Important            -1.825  0.000***  0.161    -2.227        0.008**  0.108   
 
Value of Farms and Cows in Scenery (vs.Very High Value)     
Very Little/No Value          -2.812  0.000***  0.060    -7.788        0.000**          0.000   
High Value            -1.604  0.000***  0.201    -2.531        0.001**          0.080   
 
Buy Vermont Dairy and Other Food products Often (vs. No)        
   
Buy VT Food Products    1.007  0.044**    2.737    4.132        0.000***  62.318   
 
Spending on this visit (vs. over $400)           
$50 or less      -2.271  0.001**    0.103    -5.023        0.000***  0.007   
$75 to $150      -2.380  0.000***  0.093    -3.581        0.002**   0.028   
$200 to $400      -2.255  0.000***  0.105    -4.258        0.000**   0.014   
 
MALE (vs.Female)    1.117  0.006**   3.057    1.832        0.017  6.245   
 
Annual Household Income (vs. $75,000 and over)         
  
Under $35,000       0.571  0.334    1.770    3.115        0.004  22.532   
$35,000 - $49,999    0.903  0.135    2.468    3.814        0.001  45.330   
$50,000 - $74,999    0.033  0.947    1.033    0.524        0.513   1.689   
Constant      1.022  0.236      -0.215        0.907 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
 *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.001 
 
 